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•• " I. DESCRIPTION OF POLLUTION SOURCE

The Paxton Land Fill Corporation owns and operates a refuse disposal

facility located v;est of Torrence Avenue, between 116th- and 122ud Streets,

In Ciiicago, Cook County, Illinois. (For relative location, see maps,

pages 1 and 2. See also map, page 28.) (For proof of ownership, see

1971 Permit Application, page 7.) The legal description of trie site is

as follows:

Within the .Northeast Quarter of the Northwest Quarter of
Section 24 of Township 37 Morth, Range 14 iiast of the
Third Principal Jbridian in Cook County, Illinois, (see
page 4. )

Tiie site began operations sometime in late 1970 or early 1971 (see

January 22, 1971, letter, page 3> and February 4, 1971, letter, pages 4

and 5}. It did not, however, receive a permit to operate until June

23, 1971 (see Permit £1971-23, pages 29 and 30). The total size of the

permitted site is 42.5 acres (see page 8). The site accepts garbage

ynd. industrial refuse, including liquid wastes. Current Agency estimates

are that the site accepts about 2,500 cubic yards of solid waste- and

about 100,000 gallons of liquids daily (reference: K. Bechely telephone

call to site manager on April 21, 1977. ) Tiie site is open five and

one-half days per week (until about 12:00 noon) on Saturdays.

Tiie Paxton Land Fill Corporation (Paxton) is an Illinois corporation

whose president and registered agent is:

Herman Roberts
12201 S. Oglesby Avenue
Ciiicago, Illinois 60633
(Reference: Certified List of Domestic and ForeipTi Corporations,
1974.)
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A check by telephone (on September 13, 1976) v.'ith the Corporations Division

of the Office of the Secretary of State revealed that Paxton was

incorporated on May 23, 1970. Parton was in good standing at the time

of tha check.

II. AGfllCY HISTORY

Aa noted above, Paxton began operating late in 1970 or early in

1971. The Agency notified Paxton that a permit was necessary on

January 22, 1971 (sea pa^e 3). An application for psrrdt was received

by the Agency on February 26, 1971, and thereafter reviewed (see

Application for Permit, pages 6 through 2cJ; note, plan sheets are

included as Appendix B). Perirdt #1971-23 to irjstall and operate a

solid waste disposal site \7as issued by the Agency on June 23, 1971

(see Permit #1971-23, pages 29 and 30). That perrdt contained, as

Special Condition #2, the following:

Any disposal of liquid wastes at this facility will raquiro
prior written approval from this Agency. (Soe pa^e 30).

operations at the sita were conducted in general compliance

with the iiiivironmental Protection Act and the £>olid V/asto; Hules and

Peculations (see January 3, 1972, letter, par;e 31, and Si to Survey,

31a). Aa will ba shown below, however, opera biona at the sits daterioratou

thereafter. This deterioration occurred in all aspects of the site's

operation. Tae Agency is concerned about these aspects, of course.

However, the Agency is primarily concerned about liquid and hazardous

wastes accepted without a permit, wastes accepted and handled in

violation of perrrit conditions and operation in an unpenrittsd area.



Paxtou's dealings with the Agency in regard to acceptance of liquid

and/or hazardous wastes began as early as Septeniber, 1972 (see

correspondence, paged 32 and 33). The Agency informed Paxton generally

that liquids could be accepted unaer supplerjenbal permit and that

supplemental permits could be Issued if certain specific information

were supplied (see September 20, 1972, letter, page 34). Thereafter,

certain correspondence transpired between Paxton and the Agency (see

payes 35 through 43), which resulted in the issuance of Supplemental

Permit #1972-13 on November 3, 1972 (jee page G5). Supplemental Permit

#1972-13 containad certain conditions precedent before it became operative.

Since these conditions were not raet within the required tirae, the Agency

believes #1972-13 ?jas never validated and, therefore, is no longer

effective. The monitoring system called for in the permit was not

approved and Installed within 120 days (see June 6, 1973, letter, pape 53,

and previous correspondences, parses 44 through 52). (Mote: Engineering

Drawing attached to February 13, 1973, letter is included as Appendix C;

Plan Sheet attached to -viay 21, 1973, letter is included as Appendix D. )

In addition, later correspondence shows that background parameter results

•,vere not submitted within 30 days as required by the Juna 6, 1973,

letter (see paces 54 through 60). (Note: It may be argued that the

Agency's actions may estop it from assarting that this penalt (£1972-13)

is Invalid. However, the Acency informed Parton that no liquids could

be accepted until the conditions were fully mat (dee March 21, 1973,

letter, page 43), and later Informed Paxton it believed this permit was

probably Invalid (see April 14, 1976, letter, papos 134 through 141).

ruven if Supplemental Perr.it #1972-13 is considered valid, it must be
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limited to specific quantities of liquids frora only two generators,

Ingersoll Products and Cargill Processing (see page 40). The permit

specifically included reference to on October 20, 1972, letter

incorporated thereby, which letter excluded wastes from Welded Tube

(see page 40).)

Correspondence between Paxton and the Agency continued over the

subject of the need for supplemental permits for liquid wastes in

July, 1973. At that tiiue, ITT Harper Incorporated was issued a perjtdt

to transport liquid sludge to Paxton (see pages 61 and 62). As a

Special Condition of that permit, the permittee could not take the

sludge to the site until it had the requisite- supplemental pernit (see

page 62). At that time, Paxton did not have such a supplemental permit

(see notes, pages 63 and 64), and the Agency infornK;d Paxton of the

need for such a permit (see July 30, 1973, letter, page 65, and

August 1, 1973, note, page 66). On July 11, 1973, Caterpillar Tractor

Company was issued a permit to transport liquid sludge to Paxton or

ii.S.L. Landfill (see pages 67 and 68). Again the Agency informed

Paxton of the need for a supplemental permit (see August 2, 1973,

letter, page 69). On October 26, 1973, Teletype Corporation was also

issued a permit to transport liquid wastes to Paxton (see pages 70 and

71). Agency surveillance of the site during this period, however,

indicates that Paxton was not accepting large quantities of liquid and/or

hazardous wastes as it lad in the past and would in the future (see

October 23, 1973, meco, page 72).
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Beginning in April, 1974, Paxton "began inquiries to trie Agency

as to supplemental permits for disposal of tne ITT Harpsr sludge (see

letter, page 73). larough an exchange of letters, the Agency inferred

Paxton of the information required before a supplemental permit could

be issued, ao well as Paxton1s agreement to supply suoh information

and obtain the required permits (see pages 74 through. 34).

Since 1974, Paxton has applied for and received fifteen (15)

supplemental perrcits for the disposal of special wastes (i.e., liquid

and/or hazardous wastes and sluages (see Inventory of Supplemental

Pei-Eits, page 86 and April 14, 1976, letter, pages 134 throurh 141).

Thesa permits were issued at different times and with different

expiration dates (see Supplemental Permits, pages 83 through 133).

All of the permits expirad by February 9, 1977 (see Time .Log of

Supplemental Permits, page 37), By letter dated April 14, 1976, the

Agency informed Paxton of numerous problems it had found with relation

to Paxton's handling of special wastes, and announced it would no

longer issue any supplemental perirlts for special wastes (see page

135). Paztoii responded and admitted the problems and announced that

it would start a new program to improve its operations, especially

with regard to special wastes (̂ ee pages 142 and 143, as well as

letter of Paxton's attorney, pages 147 and 14ii). However, tne Agency

was not convinced of Paxton's sincerity (see pages 144 and 145). And,

as will be shown below, the Afjoncy's distrust was well-founded.

Another area of concern has been Paxton's operation of its sanitary

landfill in an unperroitteu area. As early as January 16, 1976, the

Agency informed Paxton's attorney of the need for a permit for the



nuw area (see Telephone Conversation Record, page 146). This telephone

conversation was, In fact, a follow-up to a January 3, 1976, warnir.g

letter (page 203). Sometime early In 1976, Paxton was out of space in

their permitted 42.5 acre site. Tney subsequently merely raoved to

an adjacent piece of property, owned by it but iiot permitted by the

Agency, and continued their operations there (see inspection itemo,

page 232). Paxton investigaged the need for an additional permit

(see letter, pages 147 and 143), and, finding it r.eodod one, asked

the Illinois State Geological Survey for its opinion of the new site

(see latter, pac;e 149. T̂ ;e attaciunents to that Ifittor and tho Desir;n

Study Report are included as Appendix E). Thereafter, the Survey responded

by letter (see pages 150 and 151). Further correspondence from Paxton

between February and May, 1976, (pages 152, 153 and 154) detailed their

progress on finishing a permit application. Jeglnninc in Septvjiriber, 1976,

the Agency bej:an warning Paxton in a more serious vein that operations

were continuing and a perirdt had not been issued (see pages 156 tliroxish

159). ;3y letter dated October 27, 1976, Paxton'c ereineers informed

the Agency that an application would be filed in about two (2) weeks

(^ee letter, page 160. T.'is attachment to the October 27, 1976, letter is

included as Appendix F). The application for perrdt, however, was not

received until Ja/iuary 27, 1977 (see Application for Perrrit, pages 161

through 182. Attachments Including plans and specifications and a Soils

import ari included as Appendix G). Cn February 1, 1977, tae Agency

denied this application as incomplete (uee denial letter, page lb"3).

Tae application was Incomplete because Paxton had not submittad the
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land use data required by the Carlson decision. The requisite land

use data was submitted on March 11, 1977, and ±3 included as Appendix II.

To date no permit to develop the new area has been issued by the Agency,

and an operating permit cannot be issued until all development v/orlc required

is completed.

In addition to the rsany warnings and notifications mentioned above

in this narrative, the Agency lias sent numerous warning letters to Paxton.

These warning letters detailed the violations rated during inspection

visits. During the time in question, the Agancy has oent at least

fifteen (15) earning letters detailing operational violations (see pages

Io4 through 203).

III. VIOLATIONS

The allegations to be included in the Cornplaint are as follows:

A. That Respondent, Paxton Lanu Fill Corporatioii, has caused or

allowed the development of any new solid waste management site without

s. Development Permit issued by the Agency, in violation of Section 21(o)

of the Environmental Protection Act (111. Hev._ gtat., 1975, Ch. Ills,

Sec. 1001 et seq. ) (Act) and Rule 201 of Chapter 7: Solid VJasto Rules

and Regulations of the Illinois Pollution Control Board (Chapter 7).

The following evidence substantiates tills violation for the

corresponding dates:

1. April 23, 1976

a. Inspection report by Robert ^engrow dated April 2J,
1976, indicating that Paxbon had noved over to tue west
of the permitted area (see page 2t>2) j



b. One (l) photograph taken by Bob tfen^row on April 23,
1976, showing operations in new arsa and recently excavated
tronoh (pa£e 284), as well as si to sicetch showing location
of photograph (page 233).

2. May 7, 1976

a. Inspection report by Ken Bechely dated May 7, 1976, with
notation that present operating trench is being extended
north (see pa^e 285).

3. June 29, 1976

a. Inspection memo by Robert Wengrow dated June 29, 1976,
indicating operation, was extended to second trench of un-
percdtteu area and implying further development work had been
done (i.e., cutting of second trench)(see paf;e 291).

4. October 20, 1976

a. Inspection report by Kenneth 3echely dated October 20,
1976, indicating operations were now beirif; conducted in
third trench and implying that development work (i.e.,
excavating of third trench) had occurred (see page 292).

b. j.ferao by Ken Becheiy dated October 26, 1976, detailing
visit of October 20, 1976, wherein it was observed that
a third trench had apparently been excavated and was in use
(see pages 293, 294).'

5. January 25, 1977

a. Inspection reported by Kenneth Bechely dated January 25,
1977, indicating that operations were now being conducted in
fourth trench of the new, unperirdtted area (see page 295).
If such operations had moved to the fourth trench, the exca-
vation of that trench would have had to have been accomplished
previously.

3. Tnat Respondent, Paxton Land Fill Corporation, has caused or

allowed the use or operation of a solid naste management aite without

an Operating Permit issued by the Agency, in violation of Section 2l(e)

of trie Act arid Rule 202(a) of Chapter 7. (Mote: Since this violation

involves a new area, albeit contiguous to tho old, permitted area, a

violation of ilule 202(a) and not 202(b), of Chapter 7 has been alleged.)
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TUG following evidence substantiates tnis violation for the corres-

pond lug data a:

1. Atjril 23, :.976 ,

a. Inspection ITSLTO by Bob tfeiigrow dated April 23, 1976, incli
catiug that Paxton bad noved over to the west of the permitted

. area arid was operating illegally there (page 282).

2. May 7, 1976

a. Inspection report by Kenneth Becbely dated ,',5ay 7, 1976,
indicating operations wars in unperaittsd area just west of
permit tad site (300 pa^e 2d5)j

o. Inspection memo by Ken Secholy dated ?.Iay 7, "!97̂ , de-tailing
intarview with Ray .:'uui, site supervisor in which Mr. ;Judi ad-
itdtted that operations had extended to an unperrdttod area
(;;ee page Z''.>6);

c. T.vo (2) photographs takc-n by Ken Bechely on May 1, 1976,
showing deix>aition of refuse in unperrritfcd area, and note of
Ii. ijsohely's identifying pictures as bein£ outside permitted
site- boundaries (aee pa.̂ e 267 and 237a);

d. Site sketch by Ksn Becholy showing location of operations
outside boundary of permitted site, as well as location of
photos discussed in (3) above (see page 2?8);

2. Meno by Ken 3echely dated Vay 10, l-?76, explaining insjiec-
tion of May 7, 1976, in which •••ir. ,,'udi adiaittsd to Decnely that
hs was conducting his operations in an unpsrmittsd area (see
page 2î 9 ) .

3. ^iay 13, 1976

a. Uamo of observation by Hobert <Vont^rov7 datad May 13, 19 76,
in which operations were observed in unperinitted area (sec

4. June 29, 197b

a. Inspection, report by ^. A. Wen^row dated June 29, 1976, in-
dicating taat operations v;ere 11077 boin^ conducted in ti.e second
trench of tlie new aita (see pa.^e 291).
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5. October 29, 1976

a. Inspection report by K. Dechely dated October 20, 1976,
indicating that operations were still continuing in uapermitted
area, i.e., in the third trench, and that liquids and solids
were being deposited therein (see page 292);

b. hssmo by Ken iiecholy dated October 26, 1976, of October 20,
1976, visit indicating present operation vms being conducted
about three trenches west of pornittad site- boundary on that
data (see pa&es 293 and 294).

6. January 25, 1977

a. Inspection report by Ken Bechely dstod January 25, 1977,
indicating site's daily operation, including liquid and solid
waste disposal, was being conducted in fourth troneh of unp«r-
jnitted area (see pane 295 )j

b. Three (3) photographs taien by Ken Bechely on January 25,
1977, showing liquid wastes bein;T deposited and oue (l) photo-
graph showing garbage bein£ dumped, all in tae unpemitted area
(see pages 296 and 297).

7. January 26, 1977

a. Two (2) photographs taken by Kenneth Dechely on January 26,
1̂ 77, showiiir; recently deposited refuse in uaperrdttod area,
and one (1) photonraph of liquids bain;; clamped in the new
site (see pa;:es 299 and 300).

B. February 7, 1977

a. Inspection report by Kenneth Bechely dated February 7, 1977,
indicating operations were bein;j, conducted in the fourth tranch
of the new, unponrdtted area (see page 3^J-)j

ta. One (1) photograph taken by Kennetn Hecnoly on February 7,
1977, showing liquids being deposited into tno fill face of
the new site, and one ( 1 ) photograph sho'ving recently deposited
refuse being pushed down the face of the fourth trench (see

302);

c. Memo by Ken 3echely dated February 10, 1977, of February 7,
1977, inspection indicating operations conducted in fourta
trench west of boundary of unporrritted area (see page 304).

C. T'.iat Respondent, Paxton Land Fill Corporation, has caused or

allowed operation of a sanitary landfill witliout having c-ach requirement

of tliis Part (Part III) performed, in violation of Rule 301 of Chapter 7.
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Tilt? evidence listed below in the other paragraphs of this
Violations Section is sufficient to prove this violation as
well.

D. That Respondent, Paxton Land Fill Corporation, failed to deposit

all refuse into the toe of the fill or the bottoK of fclio trench, ir»

violation of Hule 303(a) of Chapter 7.

The following evidence substantiates th-; violation for the

corresponding datss:

1. October 5, ;.97j

a. Inspection saereo by Kenneth .-jecliely dat-^d October 5, I>73,
iniicatinc that refuse was not deposited into t:ie too (see
pa.^o 209);

b. One (.'0 .;)hoto-rapli taken by X.en Bech^ly QJI October 5,
1973, ehowing refuse being disposed (pa:;.e :-ill).

2. February A, 197Z.

a. Inspection report by Ken Bechely indicating rofaae not
bftin,~ deposited at toe (i.s., should bo frorr. hoc torn up)
(pa,;e 214);

b. One (]. ) .inotoijraph takon by Ken Jeehely (pape 216)
ohov/in.v; that refuse was not uein;* depositod in the toe.

3. I'arvh M, '-•'?/;

a. Inspection report by Robert .''en^rcv; dat-id ".larch XI,
1974, inoi eating refuse was being deposited frorr 'top
uown1 iiiStoad of irsto botton ('Joe pat.e 1:17).

/,. Aoril 13, "974

a. Inspection raport by Kon Becholy dnt^ci .'\pril 13, J:">74,
indicating refuse not deposited at bottom (i.e., 'but not
upidll' Xipaf je 213);

b. TV.-O (2) pjiotoi:;rap:ia taicen by ^en Dechei.y o.i April I'd,
1974 (isee pane 22.;) shoT/in;; that refuse had not been
deposited at the toe (first photo) and vvas not b'jln^
da .posited at the bottor. (second photo).



5. May 2, 1974

a. Inspection report dated May 2, 1974, by Hene Van
Indicating refuse ^as not beinr capo si tad at tho bottom
(page 22'}).

6. June jl, 1974

a. One (1) photof^raoh taken "by Robert Wengrow on June 11,
1974, showing that refuse had not be-on deposited at the
toe of the slope (page 229).

7. July 2, 1974

a. Inspection report by Ken Bechely datad July 2, 1974, in-
dicating refuse pushed downhill (ooe page t.30)j

b. Two (2) photographs taken by Ken Secheiy on July 2,
1074 (page 232) -showing refuse beiivj deposited at too of
trench and pushed downhill, and site sketch showing
location of pictures (page 231).

S* September 4, 1974

a. Inspection report by Robert •'/angro1? datod September 9,
1974, indicating refuse deposited down slope (pa^3 234).

9. Soptamoar 3.6, 1974

a. Inspection report by Ken Dechely dated September 16,
1974, indicating refuse deposited downiiill (page 235)j

b. T,7O (2) photographs taken by Ken Beohely on September 16,
1974, indicating refuse deposited downhill (pa^e 237),
and sita sl:etch showing location of photographs (pags 23^).

10. October 1, 1974

a. Inspection re-port by Robert VV'ersjjrow dat^d October 1,
1974, indicating refuse deposited from top to bottora
(page 240).

11. October 16, 1974

a. Inspection report by Kenneth Bechely dated October 16,
1974, indicating refuse not spread and compacted upMll
(page 241).
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12. January 23, 1975

a. Inspection report by Rooert V/ertrrow datod January 2.3,
1973, indicating rsfuse spread and compacted downhill
(page 250).

13. February 3, 197$

a. Inspection manio by Reno Van Sonieren dated February 3,
1975, indicating refuse spread and conrpactsd from top
down (paye 252).

14. Fabruary 6, 1975

a. Inspection report by Robert Wengrow datsd February 6,
1975, indicating refuse deposited on top (pace 253).

15. April .'.;., 1975

a. Inspection report by Robert V/en^row dated April 16,
1975, sho'virifj refuse had not 'been deposits! at toe of
slope (pare .734).

16. jfay 26, :i97:>

a. Inspection report by Ken 3echoly dat-.-d !-iay 2o, 1975,
showinr refvise not deposited at toe of slope (pap? 257).

17. July 29, 1975

a. Inspection report by :Cermeth Beobely aatod July 29,
1975, iiitiicatLp.'T; refuse not deposited at too of slono
(pa^c 261);

b. One (l) photograph taken by Kenneth 3ecaoly on July 29,
1975, ahowiug refuse beinri' dspositati at top (pag^ 262).

lo. .Ueoemrjar ia, 1975

a. Inspection report by .lobert jVenj-row datod Dacojnber 13,
1975, showiiig rofuje not deposited at toe (page 266).

19. February 4, 1976

a. Inspection report by Robert Wen^row dat-;d February 4,
1973, with refuse not deposited at too checVod (par^c 270).

23. February 20, 1976

a. Inspection report by Charles Origalausjzi datod
i'eburary 26, l'-)7o, siiowinf; refuse not deposited at
toe of slope (pa#? 274);
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b. One (l) photograph taken by Charles Grii-alauski on
February 26, 1976, showing rofuse had not been deposited
at toe ( page 275 ) .

21. March S, 1976

a. Inspection report by itobert flengrow datod March 3,
1976, showing refuse had not beer; deposited at toe
(page 276).

22. March 22, 1976

a. Inspection report by Robert Wengrow dated March 22, 1976,
showing violation of "refuse deposited at too" rule (page 277).

b. One (l) photograph taken by Robert Yfeiigrow on i.farch 22,
1976, ahov/ir.£ rofuse deposited at top of slope (page 2X0).

23. April 23, 1976 -

a. Inspection report by Robert Wenrrow dated April 23, 1976,
with refuse not deposited at toe checked (page 2S1);

b. One (1) photograph taken on April 23, 1976, s hawing taat
refuse had not been deposited at toe (pare 2^4), and site
c]:etcJa shcvfiig location of photo (page 2S3).

24. T^ay 7, 1976

a. Inspection report by Ken Bechely dated I'ay 7, 1976, showing
refuse not deposited at toe violation checked (page 235);

b. T'.vo (2) photographs taken by Kenneth Bechely oa May 7, 197o,
showing refuse beinii deposited at top of trench (page 2d7) and
site sketch indicating location of photos (page 288).

25. October 20, 1976

a. Inspection report by Ken 3echely datod October 20, 1976,
indicating refuse vrac not being deposited, at the toe of the
slope (page 292).

26. J anuary 25, 1976

a. Inspection report by Ken Oecholy dated January 25, 1977,
showing refuse was not deposited at toe of slope (pag-a 295);



Pa-^e 15

b. T,vo (2) photographs taken by Ken Bechely on January 25, 1977,
showing that refuse was not being (upper photo) and had not
bean (lower photo) deposited at the toe of the slope (page 297).

27. January 26, 1977

a. Inspection report by Kenneth Bechely dated January 26, 1977,
indicating refuse not deposited at toe of slope (page 293);

b. Three (3) photographs taken by Ken Bechely on January 26, 1977,
indicating refuse had not been (first two photos) and was not
being (fourth photo) deposited at toe (pages 299, 300).

2-3. February 7, 1977

a. Inspection report by Ken Bechely dated February 7, 1977,
indicating rafuse not deposited at toe of slope (page 301);

b. One (l) photograph taken by Ken iiechely on February 7,
1977, showing that refuse had not been deposited at the toe of
the slope (pars 302).

11. That Respondent, Paxton Land Fill Corporation, failed to spread

and compact refuse as rapidly as it is deposited, in violation of Hole 3^3

(b) of Chapter 7.

The following evidence substantiates the violation for the
corresponding dates:

1. July 29, 1975

a. Inspection report by /Can Bechely dated July 29, 1975, indi-
cating inadequate spreading and compacting (page 261).

2. February 4, 1976

a. Inspection report by Robert Wengrow dated February 4, 1976,
indicating inadequate spreading and cojiroacting (page 270).

F. That Respondent, Paxton Land Fill Corporation, failed to place

a compacted layer of at least six (6) inches of suitable earthen material

on all exposed refuse at the end of each day of operation, in violation

of Rule 305(a) of Chapter 7 and Sections 21(a) and 21(b) of tha Act.

The following evidence substantiates the violation for
the corresponding dates:
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1. February 4, 1074

a. Inspection report by Kenneth Oecliely dat.-jd February 4, 1974,
indicatiug Jiiaterial from previous day was exposed and nor-;; daily
cover was weeded ( page 214).

2. ;,iay 14, 1974

a. Inspection roport by Robert Weru/rov/ dat:--d Vlay 14, 1974, in-
dicating inadaquate depth of daily cover ( pa^e 224}.

3. January 23, .1975

a. Inspection report by Robert '."enr'row JatyJL January 23, 1975,
showinp that daily cover was inadequate in d-3pth (i.e., patches
exposed north of present worldiv" area) ( par;o 2xO).

4. July 29, 1975

a. Inspection roport by ICeimcth Bechely Jat'jd July 29, "'.97:5,
KihOiViufj inadequate daily cover ( pa£3 2ol ) .

^' Decent) ̂ r i^, "97?

a. Inspection report by riouert V/enrrow elated Docoijtiber lo, 1975,
indicating inadequate depth of daily cover ovsr portion of ar^-a
(page 266);

b. Two (2) piiotocraphs taken by Robert '.Veiigrow o>i Deoeraber 1'3,
1'Wj, sliowiiif: the inadaquatn depth of daily covsr (pa^a 26o),
and sito sketch showing location of piiotos ( pat;o 267).

6. >^arclj. 8, 1976

a. Inspection report by Robert tfonrrow dat-^d March 8, 7.:>76,
^liowiiuv daily cover TTHQ inadequate chpth (pa^' j 270).

7. March 22, 1976

a. Inspection report by Robert '.Yenr'row elated Tv'arch 22, 1976,
inoicating inadoquata depth of daily cover ( pa^re 277).

3. April 23, 1976

a. Inspection report by Robert '7enf;rcw datod April 23, l')7C,
indicating ir^dequats daily cover over portion (page 231).

9. :̂ ay 7, 1976

a. Inspection report by iveureth Jechely dated fay 7, 1976,
indicating daily cover was of inad-aquats daptli over a portion
of the area (pa;.;a 2cJ5).
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G. That rlesporidant, Faxton Land Fill Corporation, failed to

place a compacted layer of at least twelve ( 13 ) inches of suitable

material, at the end of each day's operation, in all but the final

lift, O'.i all surfaces of the landfill where r.o additional refuse will

be deposited within 60 days, in violation of Rule 305(b) of Chapter 7.

The following evidence substantiates the violation for the
corresponding dates:

1. September 4, 1974

a. Inspection report by Robert Weiigrow dated September 4, 197/r,
indicating intermediate covar of inadequate depth (page 234).

2. December 3, 1974

a. Inspection roport by Robert Wenrrow dated December },
1974, indicating inadequate depth of intorrnediaty cover
(page 247).

3. January 23 , 1975

a. Inspection report by Robert T,Veiv:row datu-d Januarj^ 23, 1975,
indicating inadequate depth of intermediate covsr (i.e.,
exposed area) (paf;a ?50).

4. February 6, 1975

a. Inspection report by Robert V/engrov; dat-'d February 6,
1975, indicating intermediate cover of inadequato depth

2.53).

April 16, 197$

a. Inspection report by Robert -.Vengrow datad April 10, 1975,
indicating intermediate cover of inad-aquato daptn in portioiis
of required areas (page 254).

r.̂ ay 26, 197?

a. Inspection report by Ken Dechely dat,?d 'fey 26, 1̂ 75, indi-
cating iiiterneiiiatc; cover of inadequate depth ir.. portions of
required areas ( pa.ue 257).



7. -July 29, 1975

a. Inspection report by Sea Beahely dated July 29, 197>, indi-
cating inadequate intermediate cover (page 261).

'.97

a. Inspection report by Robert v/en.-row dated rlarch A, 1976,
indicating inadequate depth of intermediate- cover (pajje 27-.')).

'• l£irch -?2, 1976

a. Inspection report by Robert ';'enj;ro;7 dato-.i \!arc'n 22, 1970.,
indicating interrjsdiate cover was of inadequate depth (page 277).

10. April 23, 1976

a. Inspection report by Robert •'/en.._;ro\v d-.\.t;-d April 23, 1976,
indicating inadequate depth of interiflfidlet-i cover ( pa^e 231).

:i. That iiespondont, raxton Land fill Corporation, failed to place

a compacted layer of not leas than two (2) feet of suitable rnatorial

over the entire surface of each portion of thfj finnl lift not later than

•JO days follov/iiu? the placement of refuse in tae filial lift, in violation

of Rule 305(c) of Chapter 7.

T:ie following evidence substantiates the violation for
the corresponding dates:

1. February 4, 1974

a. Inspection report by K&nueta 3ooh-ely dute'l I?ebruar7/' 4,
1974, indicating that additional areas rioed added firuil
covsr (paije 214).

2. March 11, 1974

a. Inspection report by Robert VJsn^row dated 'Jarca :i, 1974,
Indicatint; irorp final covsr needed in sore area (page; 217).

3. Miay 2, 1974

a. Inspection report by Rene Van Sopieren dated f.'<ay 2, 1974,
indicating some additional final cover neeuod on north end
(pane 223).
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4. *fey 14, 1974

a. Inspection report by Robert Wengrow dated J,Say 14, 1974,
Indicating inadequate depth of final cover (page 224).

5. June 11, 1974

a. Inspection report by Robert Wengrow dated June 11, 1974,
indicating final cover was not of adequate depth (page 227).

6. July 2, 1974

a. Inspection report by Ken Bechely dated July 2, 1974,
indicating final cover of inadequate depth (page 230).

7. September 4, 1974

a. Inspection report by Itobart -Vengrow dated September 4,
1974> indicating inadequate final cover (page 234).

3. March 22, 1976

a. Inspection report by Robert Wengrow dated Jaarch 22, 1976,
indicating final cover v/as of inadequate depth in some areas
(page 277).

9. April 23, 1976

a. Inspection report by Robert '.Vengrow dated April 23, 1976,
indicating inadequate depth of final covei- over the entira
required area (page 2S1).

10. '&y 7, J976

a. Inspection report by Ken Bechely dated May 7, 1976, indi-
cating final cover was inadequate in the completed, permitted
area (page 2C5).

11. May 13> 1976

a. Observation visit nemo by Bob Werigrow datsd r.̂ ay 13> 1976,
indicating no progress made in applying final cover to completed
area (page 290).

I. That Respondent, Paxton Land Fill Corporation, caused or allowed

scavenging operations at its sanitary landfill site, In violation of Rule

3GB of Chapter 7.

The following evidence substantiates the violation for the
correspontling dates:
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1. April 18, 1974

a. Inspection report by Ken Bechely dated April 10, 1974, indi-
cating scavenging by others was observed (pâ e 220).

2. May 2, 1974

a. Inspection report by Rene Van Sorcerers dated 1's.j 2, 1974,
indicating scavenging by other persons than the operator was
observed at the si to (page 2/c3).

J. That Respondent, Paxton Laud Fill Corporation, accepted

hazardous wastes, liquid v/astes and sludges at its landfill without

having the requisite A^tiiicy permit, in violation of Rule 310(b) of

Chapter 7.

The following ovidancs substantiates the violation for
the corresponding dates:

1. January 14, 1974

a. Inspection nemo by Bob wc-ngrow elated January 14, 1974,
indicating that Interlace oil slurry was bein;̂  deposited
at the site (see pâ e 213).

b. At this time, Paxton did rot have any permits to accept
liquid wastes, and did rot receive a permit to take Interlake
plant sludge until July 21, 1975 (see pages 86, 37 and 105
through 103).

2. May 14> 1974

a. Inspection report by R. '.Venrjrow datad !!ay 14, 1974,
inciicatiruj that liquid v/astes vvere observed in barrels at
the site (pat;o 224).

b. One (l) photograph taken by it. Wengrow on 1/ia?^ 14, 1974,
shotviiit, barrels deposited on sita (soa page 226).

c. During tnis time, Paxtoia did not have any su[>pl=3n;ei;tal
permits to accept liquids (napes 86, o7), and in fact, never
was issued a pend.t to take liquids in barrels (see pages
itf through 133).
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3. September 19, 1074

a. Inspection memo 'by Rene Van 3orr.erea dated Septoober 19,
1974, indicating liquids had been deposited In ;35 gallon
drums (see page 23^).

b. See ( 2 ) ( c ) of tills Part J.

4- September 25, 1974

a. ivleiao of inspection by Ken Beehely on ^eptarcbcr 25, 1974,
indicating that two tracks (identified) v/era dun-pin^ liquids
at site (page 239).

b. Paxton did not have perrrdts to accept tiiese liquids, and
only hau one permit for sludre as of this riate (see pa^ps 86,
37).

^' January 23,

a. !,!emo of inspection visit by Ilob^rt '-Vonr,To\7 on January 23,
Iv7!), indicatini;' tliat two idcntifiod trucks (51 ud^i Removal
and Universal Liquid linsinesrin;;/ ) -vore observed dunipinj:
liquids at site (aoe page 251), and explaining interview with
Ray Lmdi, sit3 forsKan, ixi which Hudi said attempt would be
made to get required permits,

May 26, 1075

a. Inspection report by Ken Uech^ly dated May 26, 1975,
indicating unperndtted liquid wastes wcra baing deposited
(riaee 257).

7. October 10, 1976

a. Inspection report by Kenneth Scchaly dated October 26, 1976,
indicating sito was raceivin;1: unpor/iittod liquid wastes ( '.oage
292).

b. Memo (dated October 26, 1976) of October 20, 1976, inspection
visit by K. iJechely indicating trornendous volijrae of liquid
waste being deposited that day (see pane 293). The memo also
indicates that a truck driver punctured a barrel a: id it be.rari
to s:aol:e and fume. The iriixtura vms supposedly oil and v?ator
as the driver said. 13 ut none of the permits isrmod to Paxtou
and in effect at this time wera for haaardoaa liq'oids (see paQ'os
5B through 13 3).

c. .jOue of Paxton'a effective parwits listod liydar F^ntal aa a
hauler or Great Lakes Gcraw as a generator ( pagyc 291 and £6).

January 25, 1977

a. Inspection roport by ?'enn3th Beohely dated January 25,
1977, indicating unperndttad liquid wastes '-vere observed
deposited at site (page 295).
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b. TAVO (2) photographs taken by Ken Bechely on January 25,
1977, showing tanker truck depositing liquids (pa/jes 296,
297-bcttom pictures on both pages).

9» January 26, 1977

a. Inspection rceaK) by K. Bechely dated January 26, 1977,
indicating that unpercdtted liquid wastes ware observed

dumped at site (page 298).

b . One ( 1 ) photograph taken by Ken 3echely on January 26,
1977, showinc one truck dumping the unperirdtted liquids
(page 300).

10. February 7, 1977

a. Inspection report by Xeuneth Bechely dated February 7,
1977, indicating that unpertnitted liquid wastes were being
deposited (page 301).

b. One (l) photograph taken by X. yechoiy on February 7,
1977, shOiTinr; tanker dumping the unp?rn'itt3d liquids (pa?/-- 302).

c. Meroo dated February 10, 1977, by Kenneth Beehely, of
his February 7, 1977, inspection where h« copitjd a bill of
lading indicating liq\iids were deposited at Paxton sito under
a supplemental perrdt which had r;ot boon issued to Faxton
(page' 304).

( Nota : See also r.iaino of telephone conversation wherein it
was learned certain other liquids were apparently deposited
at Paxton undar another false per;iiit n

(Note: Gee also copies of bills of lading, obtained by Rene
Van £omeron fron the Chicago Dopartrncnt of iinvironraental
Control for liquids deposited at Paxton. At this time, Paxton
had only one supplemental pernit to accept ITT Harper slud^o,
and not the liquids from the companies listed (see pages 307
through 313. )

K. Tnat Respondent, Paxton Land Fill Corporition, caused or allowed

operation of a sanitary landfill which does not provide fencing, gatos

or other measures to control access to the site, in violation of liule

) of Chapter 7.

The following evidence substantiates the violation for the
corresponding dates:

1. October 5, 1973

a. Inspection report by Ken licchely dav?d October 5, 1973,
indicating portable fencing not provided ( pa^-j 209).
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2. January 14, 1974

a. Inspection report by Robert V/engrow dntad January 14,
1974, iiKiicatinr; portable fencing not provided although
needed (page 212).

b. Inspection rvsr.io by Robert Y/eru-;row dated January 14, 1974,
indicating site restriction not provided on 116th Streot and
a site sketch showing where restriction needed (page 213).

3- February 4, 1974

a. Inspection report by Ken Bechely datad February 4,
1974, indicating portable fencing not provided (page 214).

4. :&rch 11, 1974

a. Inspection report by Robert V/en^row datod "viarch 11, 1974,
indicating site fencing alon^ 116th Street v/as r.ot adequate
(page 217).

5. April l?j, 1974

a. Inspection report by Kenneth Dechsly datod April li!, 1974,
indicatirig inadaquate site fencing (pâ e 22'j).

6. July 2., 1974

a. Inspection report by K. Bee.holy dated July 2, 1974,
indicating site foncin£ was inadequate ( pa;:e 230).

a. Inspection report by Robert V/en^rovr dated Soptoraber 4,
1974, indicating inadequate site fencing (paga 234).

or 16, 1974

a. Inspection report by K. IBechely dated October 16, 1974,
indicating no fencinf; around site (pace 241).

22, 1974

. Inspection report by R. iVen^row dated iJov-^rber 2
ndicating site fencing was not adequate- (paga 243).

}, 1974

a. Inspection report by R. Y'eivrow dated December '.', 1974,
indicating' Inacsequata site foncir.r: ("Jat's ^47).
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11. January 23, 1975 ' ^

a. Inspection report by Robert .Vengrovf datsd January 23,
1975, Indicating north and east sides of si to do not
have required fencing (page 250).

12. February 6, 1975

a. Inspection report by R. ;.7engrow dated February 6, 1975,
indicating no site fencing on north and east sides (page 253).

13. December IB, 1975

a. Inspection report by Robert Y/engrow dated December 18,
1975, iadicatinr; inadequate site restriction (pa^ 266). -

U. i&roh 3, 1976

a. Inspection report by Robert V/engrow dated March 8, 1976,
indicating sits supervisor acbnitted unknown wests dumped by
unknown person, an indication of inadeouate site restriction
(page 276).

L. Tiiat Respondent, Faxton Land Fill Corporation, caused or allowed

operation of a sanitary landfill which does not provide adequate

Measures to control dust and vectors, in violation of Rule 314(f) of

Chapter 7.

The follovring evidence substantiates the violation for the
corresponding dates:

1. *fay 26, 1975

a. Inspection report by Xeraisth Bechely dated Hay 26, 1975,
indicating that evidence of vectors had been observed (paga 257).

2. July 29, 1975

a. Inspection report by Ken Bechely dated July ;29, 1975,
Indicating that evidence of vectors (i.e., flies) had been
observed (pape 261).

IV. ECO.iOMIC A.JD TECHNOLOGIC CCWSIE

A tlatailed raerjo on vOection 33(e) considerations will be forwardc-d

shortly.

v. -.viTaass LIST

Kenneth Jechely, Field Operations Section, Northern Region, Division

of Land/iloise Pollution Control
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".Yilliani C. Child, Field Operations Section, Manager, Northern Region,

Division of Land/Moise Pollution Control

Charles K. dark, Manager, Technical Operations Section, Division

of Land/.ioise Pollution Control

Charles T. Grigalauski, Field Operations Section, /iortuern Region,

Division of Land/iJoise Pollution Control

Michael iV. Rapps, PerrrrLt Unit, Technical Operations Section, Division

of Land/̂ oise Pollution Control

ilene Van Sorneren, Field Operations Section, Manager, Central Ref̂ ion

(formerly :{crthorn Region), Division of Lanii/Moiae Follution Control

Robert V/engrow, Field Operations Section, ;Iorthern Region, Division

of Lai\d/;Joise Pollution Control

VI. PROPOSED BOARD ORD.HR

A. A penalty in excess of  should be sought for t.:i<3 violations

abova.

3. An Order should be obtained requiring Respondent to cease? and

desist all violations, including operation without a pemLt and accf3ptanca

of liquid wastao without the requisite supplersental perrtiits. This may

mean closiiig the site until additional, needed developmental work is

completed.

C. A performance bond in the airount of  should be posted

to guarantee part (c) .

JrlR:mt/spl-25

Exemption 6 - Not Responsive

Exemption 6 - Not Responsive




